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PER CURI AM

Kevin K. Wal | ace appeals fromthe district court order grant-
I ng sunmary judgnent in favor of the Defendants in his action filed
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994). W affirm

Wal | ace's conplaint alleges two potential violations of his
constitutional rightsCenploynent of excessive force, and intol er-
able conditions of punitive confinenent. Addressing Wallace's
excessive force claim the record di scl oses no nore than de mnims
injury and the use of only a small quantity of mace to aid in the
control of arecalcitrant prisoner. Accordingly, we agree with the
district court's grant of summary judgnent as to this claim See

Norman v. Taylor, 25 F.3d 1259 (4th G r. 1994) (en banc); WIlians

v. Benjam n, 77 F.3d 756, 763 (4th G r. 1996). Turning to the con-

ditions of confinenment claim we find summary judgnent to agai n be
appropriate given Wal |l ace’s failure to denonstrate seri ous physi cal
or enotional injury resulting from the punitive confinenent at

I ssue. See Strickler v. Waters, 989 F.2d 1375, 1380-81 (4th Cr.

1993). We therefore affirmthe district court's grant of sumary
judgnent as to both clains.” W dispense with oral argument because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented i n the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

Process.

AFFlI RVED

" W al so deny appellant's notion for appoi nt ment of counsel.



